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Regonrch Note 52-Th

KATER-RATEE GRADE RELATIONSHIPS
AND FAVORABILITY OF RATINGS
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BACKGROUND AND PROBLEM

In the operetion of the officer efficlency report i ng program of the Army,
the immediate duty supervisor of the rated officer ie deeignated ae the
offielal rater. Usunlly the rating officer is of the same grade or one grade
higher than the ratee, but occasionally he ie two or three gradee higher.

Thie relees a question as to whether the differences In grade between rater
and ratee are related to the favorablenees of the rating glven.

Data for a study of this question were furnished by a recent validation
of officer efficlency roporta(l). In the validation, the criterion was based
on ratinges on an especinlly desligned scale. Raters and ratees held a variety
of Army grades; there were varyling degreee of grade disparity between raters
and ratees. The purpose of the present etudy wae to use these datsa In Investi-
gating the relationship between rater-reatee grade differencee and favorableness
of reatings.

DATA

For the validation study(l), & representative population of Regular Army
officers in the Zone of the Interior was ldentified late in 1948. The offlcers
vere located In nineteen ZI statione contalning large numbers of KA officers.
They were choeen to yield a cross sectlion of Army officers in terms ol grade
and branch. Research peychologliets visited these statione in January and
February of 1949 and there identified "aesoclate rating" groupe of officers
likely to be familiar with each other's work and characteristice.

Officers in each group rated the other officere In the group with vhom
they were familiar on over-all value to the Army, using DA AGO PRT 1629A,
Scale 2. Thie wae 2 20-point graphic rating scale with five descriptive
levels?

Scale Points Description
1,2 He Jjuet doesn't have the calibre one expecte of officers

of hie grade and dbranch. He 1s not an asset to the Army.

3-6 Coneidering his grade and branch, his value to the Army
i® not better than average. He could be easily replaced.
T-14 Among officere of his present grade and branch he is a
better than average officer. The Army needs lots of men
like him.
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Bcauls Polinte iption
15-18 Considering hie grade and branch, he's a distinct aseot

to the service. Would be hard to replace.

19-20 He 18 one of the very fev most outstanding officers in
his grade and branch I have ever known.

The population for the present study conelsted of approximeately 1,100 of
these ratere and rateee. The ratinge they gnve nnd received on DA AGO PRT 1620A,
Scale 2 end their Army grades are the data of thies study.

PROCEDURE AND RESULTS

Moane and standard deviations were computed for ratinge by each grade of
rater for each grade of ratee, 1.e., for ratings of each rater-ratee grade
combinstion. Rater-ratee grade combinations for which there were less than
20 ratinge were eliminated from analysis because of the comparative unreliability
of measures baged on such small N's; this eliminated ratings given or received
| by officers above colonel or below lst lieutenant, and ratinge by lieutenants
for colonels and by colonels for lst lieutenants. Means, standard deviatione,
and N's for ratings of the remining rater-ratee grade combinations are presented
in Table 1.




Table 1. Meane, etandard deviatione, and N's of ratings for different rater and
ratee gradees.*
Rater Grade

Ratoe

Grade Col. Lt .Col. Ma jor Captain lat Lt. All Grades
M 19.0 15.1 16.¢0 1L.9 1%:.2

Col. 8D 3.8 L.0 5.6 LT 3.9
N 802 54T 190 103 1662
N 13.7 13.4 1.9 l}.Q 13.1 15.0

Lt. Col.| SD b b b1 h.6 L5 k.2
N 156 1482 1019 LTS 60 3492
M 1L.8 13.5 13.2 2.8 12.6 15.2

Me jor 8D 5.1 3.7 % 4.3 L3 L.0
N 137 845 Q06 120 Lo 2348
M 153 13.5 13.1 12.9 15.8 13.2

Captain | 8D 3.8 3.8 3.9 b1 L.5 h.,0
N W7 373 399 613 130 1562
N 1535 12.6 13.7 13.7 135.0

lst Lt. 8D 3.9 h.5 3.6 3.9 5.8
N L8 31 137 267 L83

All M 14 .6 13.7 13.7 13.1 13.6 13.7

Grades ) 3.9 k.02 L1 h.3 L2 h.1
N 1462 3295 25495 17L8 Lot 95T

#Ratings were on DA AGO 1620A, Scale

lovest possible rating was 1.

The highest possible rating was 20; the
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With the exception of the ¢leer biae In favor of colonel ratees, it can
be seen that the differences between means are very small, in moet cases
involving lese than one scale unit. While some of these differences may
aettain statistical significance, they do not appear to have much practical
significance. Considering the rater grade column meene, it can be seen that
captains give the lowest mean ratings and colounels give the highest; the
mean ratings by captains and by cclonels are significantly different from the
other rater-grade means.

Figure 1, presents the data from Table 1 in graphic form. From Figure 1
it can be seen that majore, as raters, are unique Iin the patterm of their
ratings: First, they alone give mean ratings thet appear to be directly
associated with ratee grade. Second, they, ssem to over-rate the higher greades
(colonels, lieutenant colonels), to give the mean rating to the middle grades
(majors, capteins), and to under-rate the lowest grade represented (first
lieutenants),

Figure 2, presents the same dats ss Table 1 and Figure 1, but arranged on
the basle of rater-ratee grade disparity. The data ss presented in Figure 2
indicate that when raters and ratees are of the seme grade, first lieutenants
receive o higher mean rating than any other grade except colonel. Captains
are aot favorably evaluated by captaline, end, in fact, receive their lowest
mean rating from raters of their own grade; this ie not true of any cther grede.

e

When raters ere one grade higher than the rateee, the same hierarchy ie
preesnt, with the exception that the lieutenant colonels and first lieutenants
nov have the same mean rating. Thie consistency is important in view of the
fact that so many of the official raters are of the same grade or one grade
higher than the ratee,
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Figure 1. Mean ratings assigned ratees of each grade by raters of
each grade.
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CONCLUSIONS

1. A clear bdias wvae found on the part of raters of all grades in favor

of colonels. Mean ratings on other grades shov variations for different rater-
grades, but none consistent enough to be identified as grade bdias.

2. In general, captains give the lowest ratings; colonels give the
highest ratings.

3. Majors, as raters, exhidbit a tendency to over-rate the upper gradee
and to under-rate the lower grades.

y T

| 4. TFirst lieutenant is the cnly grade at which the officere rate thelr
own grade higher than they rate other grades.
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